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Summary. 123 female respondents living with spouses, averaging"2:6 children
. .

_ -

under 6 years of age, in identical apartments in married student housing completed,

FI

a survey containing some itemsinyesAgating opportunities for companionshipulth
. .

their spotises. The itemsbfocused on time to be together without children and
.

.4.

the strategies used to obtain these opportunities. On the average, respondents

reported less than two hours a'clay they could count on to be with their spouses

4. ,
without-children. A majority ofthe respondents indicated that the.couples'

most frequently used strategy to gain time together was to wait till the Children

'were asleep or out of the apartment. Dissatisfaction with opportunities for

companionship was associated with lower time estimates and with having to wait,

for such,gpportunities to occur. Other family, characteristics did not con,

sistently relate -to indices oT companionship.
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Finding TiMe for Companionship: Couples with Young Children.I

A 4111 .

. R. Steven Schiavo

Wellesley College

Companionship within the marital dyad can be considered both in terms of

quantity, of interaction and in terms of the quality of the experience within the

marital dyad. The current paper focuses primarily upon factors'relqpd to the,

quantity of time which the codplehas available to them without the presen

children. This narrowly defined compor nt of companionship is im tant, hoWever,

since Rosenblatt (1974) has found that couples in public uch less, talk less,
. .

and smile less when accompanied by children tha en alone., Consequently,,

although "children" may themselves co ibute to an.affectivebond, at times
4..s. :

their' presence may int4rfere"With e quality Of'Cheimmediate'Lnterpersohal'ex-
., r,

.perience. Fore exam le, ktheit, Tesence might inhibit thorough dilcussion of,
. ,.

certain ifeues.-

:The paper also examines their means.or Strategies by which the couple glint

opportunities to be alone together. Several recent theoret'ical,apFroaehesto inter- k

action emphasize the importance.to an individual-or a social unit of being able to

,

control or,regulate intrusions from others -or 'distance from others, This point
.

is
,,

made by Kantor and Lehr (1975) in discussion okfamily Process as well as Altman
.

.t ,
.

.!,,,

.
(1975.) in disCussig environmental and social-psychological issues. in this sense,

the type and/lumber of strategies a couple has available to,gain opportunities to

be 'together away from their:children may have important consequeUes for their re-

iationship.

$ubiects and method. ..Surveys were sent co all-Women living witheheir families

in three - bedroom apartments in, married student housing. Occupation of these apart-

ments is limited to ,couples withAtwo
*

or more children. The -64rvby'return rate

0
.

.

wit 79..%. All respondents separated frpm their spouks (n i-- 9) were excluded
- , / *

_e
1 'r

'The analydes,below are based on 123 respondents (73.77 of the total populati

3
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. .

Subject characteristics: average age: 27.3 years; average years marry: 6.6;

1

,

number of,childrem ranged from 2 - 5 (average= 2.6) with theage of the oldest
<

-s\
averagi --51years;'13.17.'Zif the respondents expected a chip withift'pix months.

Inaddition, 19.3% were alieently part- or full-time students having completed 14.6

years of education; 30.9% worked outside the,home an average of 28.4 hours a week.

0
Husbands of the respondent& were primarily students (90.3% were eltrolled

,

part- or full-time),Thile 72.1% were employed an average of 28.8 hours a-week:. .

The majority of the husbands (75.9%) had progressed. 'past' the bachelor'S degree.

All respondents Hired in identical apartments consisting -of three bedrooms,

eat-in kitchen, living root, hall; and bathroom.
,0

Results ''

l.
.00

- .-.-
.

,,

Opportunities for campanionshi0. The: respondent wasasked to estimate tite

,

number of'holirs each day she could usually "count on " ,to bewith her spouse."ECS

an opportunity to talk with oejust be with' without children.' Responses ranged
.>._

,, .

.

froq 0 -5 hours -with an average of 1.9 hours

Other answers gave some hints regarding the conditions under which these

couples were able to be alone without the presence of children. Several questions

asked the usual rising times and bedtimes of each family member. These answers s
s-.

, were combine to reveal that only.23.170 of the couples had any time (i.e., at least

one-half hour or more) alone in the morning before any child awoke. On the other

hand, in the evening 75.4% had at leasts,two hours while all cbildredmere 1.01ed

and both spouses were awake. However, 7.67 ofthe couples had no tip at all

alone without children awake in the evening.
. C

,

.

0 The women were also asked to indicate, from a list of seven typical household,

.

"an
t

I
Chores which ones ', if any,.could be.counted upon to serve as an opportunity to

.
. lw

talk with, spend time with, or just be'lgith"their respective spouses (without ... s
.

...-. -.

children). Ihly 21.3% of 'the sample reported one
.

or more chores provided an

r'
,opportunity for companionship. The mdWfrequently chosen chores were:_clead-up .

4

. .
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.

at meals (7.3 %), shopping (7.3%), and meal preparation (3.3%). Although sharing
\,.

household chores
.

did' riot provide a frequent means of attaining opportunities for
.

, -

companionship, the more chores shared with the spouse thefmore hours a day. the'

respOndent estiMated.thejcouple had -together (r.= 0.22, df =. 10.0, It(:05):` -
,

.

r ,
.1 J

Evaluation of opportunities to be,withsRouse: Respondents were asked to,r1te. .-

how they, felt about `their opportunities to b h tied r spOuses: 66.4% reported.

that theywere,dissatisfied to some degree wi-th'the number and the way in which

,

they obtained these opportunities to be together as a couple. Respondents evaluated

o
''these opportunities more positively the more hours a 'day they spent with their

spouses (r. ,= df = 113,..2<:01). In addition, as a luation increased, ':

respondents were less likely to report that the physical features of their apart-
. . , .. ,

ments (i.e.', layout or size) hindered their marital relationship Cr = -.26, df = 117,-
4 4 ,

11(...01).* Evaluation of these opportunities was unrelated to Other factors associated,

with the family; number-of children; age of oldest thild;,\flumber of hours husband

)
. -

.. ...,

':

; . .',

was employed; and the wife's employment status.

An interesting factor did relate to the respondents' evaluation of these
0,

,.. ..
. .

opportunities. In other items respondents reported how they and their spouses Cb-
4 J

.tained time to be alone ap individuals. Although the respon ents' evaluation of

their opportunities to be with their spouses was unrelated to the privacy strategies

they used as individuals themselves, the respondents were less satisfied with-

these Couple-opportunities if they reported teat their husbands left the apartment

as one meant of hisachieving time alone (t = 2.37, 2,4C.05, df = 113). None of

$

the husband's other strategies nor his total number of privacy strategies were

related to.the wie's evaluation of their opportunities together as a couple.

Strategies used by the, couple to be together. On one item the respondent in-
_

. ...

icated Ohich ones, if any, of a list of eight were strategies that she and her
: fr . --

. . . , .

spouse usually 'used if-they "wanted
'an

opportUnity td be tOgettier, to discuss ,things,
1

. etc." The respondents also indicated which single strategy, they used most frequently.
. _

.
A

Cft.

5
.. .--,-..
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The strategic listed here in order of the respondentsrWho reported thei use
0

wait till the children are asleep or busy (84.470; ask the children to

leave,you alone (51.6%);,go to a:roam away from the children (21.0%); leave the
-

-

ciapartment (37.770); it's no problem even with the children around (21.37); do a
A

-task together (5.a7%); and work; together on a project_ (5.7%).. The number of

strategies endorsed ranged from 1-5, with an averav'ell 2.5.

. 44

The total number of strategies. used was unrelated both to subjective evaludEion-
.

.ofthe couple's opportnnitiPs and to the number of houts estimated to be togeter

without children. However, women who worked endorsed fewer total strategies than

r

women with-put such extra familial demands. (X working = 2.3, I not 2.6, t'= 1.99, -

df = 120,_2<.05). Individual strategies were also unrelated to aspects. of

companionShip.

The principal method to get opportunities for companionship which was used

by most couples '(63.1%) was to."waitttll children are asleep or busy." Other

I 4'
methods reported toibe used primarilykk were: go to a room (11.570 of the couples);

ask-the children to gb away .(9.8%);, and leave the, apartment (9A%). Additional

analyses revealed that couples who primarily waited for companionship evaluated

these opportunities less poeitively than those who relied more frequentry'on other

stra e.giees (r = 0.20; 24(.05, df = 118). In addition, couplegwh6-_primarily waited

were less likely than others to report that they couldo to a roam-W66 away=

from the children'(34.2 vs. 53.370, X2 = 1><.05, df = 1), and were" less likely
1

V .

to report that being together as a couple was not a .problem With the Children

Cf,

around (14.1 vs. 33.3%; X2 =16.14, .2 df = 1). It is interesting to note,

however; that couples with 4 or :children were least likely to report that they

used "waiting" as their most - frequent strategy (X2 = df = 2). -NUMbgr

of children'was unrelated to endorsement of other strategies'.
.0.

4

6
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Husband --wife roles within the'family: Six items.fram the-surveyiwere

available to examine the7degree to which the couples' relationships were role-
,

K
/ stereotyped. These items:we're selected as indicating less stereotyped relation-

ships since they reflected.e,ithertfie wife.s personal cammitmtntf. extending
.

bey.ond the family or the hjsband's involvement within the home,

lime of-the aspects of-Companionship were related to whether the respondent

expressed. any occupational goal's 06.6% had ',such goals). In addltiOn, as indicated

'above, the wife's current employment

number of s- trategies in that-couples'

1.
strategies to be together..

Two 'Either items represented 'the husband's involvement with household tasks:

status/3009% worked)

in which the wife .was

was related only to the

'employed used fewer

the degree to which the husband shared in decorating the apartment and thenumber.

of°household Chores which could ba counted upon to provide an opportunity fOr

companionship.

cif = 104, .2 <.

gether (r = 0.

-
Although responses to thtse two items were related (r = 0.24,

sharing of household chores
05),, and/Was related Eo!number of hours'a day the couplkspent to-

.,

22, df =C102, P (.65), neither item-correlated significantly with

other aspects of companionship or to the .couples strategies for getting time

together. '

ResPondents were also asked who,usually granted children permission to use or

occupy special
,

objects, belongings, or places that the'wife .orusband usually
-

if

,
.

reserved for'her/his own'indiliidual use. Couples in which this permission -
. ...,

J

r

granting function was shared (as opposed to ones in which it Was ;person- fixed)
.

also reported using. more strategies o achieve opportunities together as a couple.

(r 0.18, df = 1134 .2.05). Among the particular strategies available,. these
.

couples were more likely to report being ableto go t a room away;.fraim the children
. f

56,o vs. 29.2%, X2 = 10.88; df = 1, .24.001),

In addition, on an item asking the respondents haw,they attained opportunities

for personal privacy, one alternative was to ask the hugband to care for the

-"c.
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, t
.

method .. 'children: Women whoireported using this method for attaining individual privacy.
...0-- .

also reported more strategies in-total used by the couple to'be together (11 9 0.2Q,

2.4.05, df = 1Y8). These couples were more likely to leaVe the apartment,to be

together (49.'l vs. 29.9%, df p(.05) and were less likely to report that

companionship was not a problem with the children around (13.2 vs. '28.44, .
t

2 _X - 4.00, cif = 1, p4C,05). These respondents whose spouses frequently could .

be 9ounted Upon to tare for the children 'were also less likely to indicate'that

the apartment's Aysical features interfered with the marital relationship
a.

= 0.22,,df = 116;'2.05). Couples'in'which the wife could use this strategy
Sm\

for herself tended glsotto be ones in which the permission - granting norms were

shared. (X2 = 3%,03; df = 1, 2. = .07). However, neither of these indices were

related to the othex.aspects oLtompanionship or to other aspects of the fancily

e.g., number of children, wife's employment status.

Discussibn
.

In summary; these analyses indicate that couples with yoling children estimate-_,

having about two hqurs a day together alone, but most have few mechanisms to

attain actively these opportunities for companionship wi

What time is available tends to occur after children are
I.

families, in association with performing hoUsehold tasks

thin the daily routine:

asleep and, in some -

. Reported dissatisfaction

with these opportunities is associated not only with estimates of time
.

alone toge.ther, but also in reports that the primary mode of attaining these

opportunities is co wait for the io occur. These_empfrical relationships may,
_ L )

,

reflect the couples' experiences of being unable to ,,control or-regylate children's

intrusions or interference ag was indicated by the fact-that couples who most

frequently had to wait for these opportunities- also - reported that it was diffi-

cult to be together when the children were around. The importance of this lack

of control is'related to is§us discussed by. Altman (1975) and bi_Xantor and

Lehr 0975).

1.
4.11111.1111,121,2,AdE-,".-- -
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There are several related questions and issues raised by these findings.

One such-issue is, the extent to which t77b-hours aidaylis a sufficient quantity

for the duple to.shaie; In the pogttion surveyed, the'qpjority, reported

paving fewer opportunities than desired, which implies at least somd, normative':
)

colipensusxegarding expectations for the amount of time available to be together.,
.

.

Clearly, these expectations were not being met. The analyses did apt reveal

.
..

any correlates which might facilitate having time to spenditogethex alone.
N

r . . .. ..
,

. ' Indeed, it is interesting that
.

the
.

estimated luantityof time was independent
.

,
) , 4

.

, .

of whether the spouses had work or school comblitments outeide the home. Additional
,

.

study, is needed to reveal other family parameters which plight ielate'to the

. -
amount of time couples have without the presence of-children.

-
.

.. .. . e. .
.

Another,issue relates to the quality pf the time spent together. The data
... .

A. .

r . .
.

1-suggest that' these opportunities are available at the day's\end and, for some,
/
i a,

in 4loing household chores. Wis highly'possible that these contexts for being
,..

-
1 j

.
r N

together, irthey are the primary ones,. inhibit the quality of the experienbe
,

since the spriuses might not he able to engage as fully as they might wish iti
1

.

relationship-oriented activitied.' In this light it qght also be important to.

investigate whether couples differentially define oPpOrtunities to "be with"
,

each other. bFor-some thesd opportunities could include being engaged.in in-
,

dependent activities in a quint house; for others, sitting side by side watching

a
television; and yet others might only feel they are , "with" each other while__

engaged inintimate discussion..' Couples with d fferent definitions of compan-
--e"-

ionship might well evaluate-and estimate differently these opportunities.

The analyses indicated that there was not a single, particular strategy
.

which was successful in relation to estimates of time...together 'yr to'the subjective

Pr ,

evaluation of these opportunities. Similarly, the sheer number of Strategiee--

used also did not relate to these outcotes. It Is possible that the subjective

aspects of companionship (evaluation, estimated hours-together) and the
1

e

9
4

4
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.
.

. .

_ behavibral methods adopted to attain these, opportunities may be- related in a
,\.

.

. . , . ,-

more complex way than was poSsible to determine in Ellis surtey. It seems
. .

.

a.
.

.

likely tha$ a particular means used to attain such opportunities mighty be more
-... _

.
.-

. ..eadaptive or fUncticinal4han other's; however, the relationshipMaj b'e influenced ..4

4

by familyor Marital.-variables,nOx 'considered iwthis.Stddy.

/ /
,

.1 1

t
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.

One factor which did'relate to the subjective evaluation of compantO6ship
. i.

_ .

.

.

opportunities. was whether couples_primarily'waited fdr childrento leave them --
.

,

, -,

, .

alone or used actively a means of'obtaihidg time to be together: It seems
t ..4.

.P- ,'
important in. this regard to investigate possible, factors which might distinguish

between couples reporting thede modes. One distinguishing feature may be that
61 ,

these couples d er in their ability to set limits with their childrIn. Another.
._-,r

might be.that they differ in the relative prSorityplaCed upon th% marital

relationship as contrasted with patent-child interaction or the family as a

group. These lacEors would relate tb the couple's effectiveness or willingness .

A

in,controlling interference from children.

,r

The result 'were inconclusive regarding the inflAnce of he couples' role-
..

relationships on compataonship. fdr examplb, none of the aspects a)companion-
.

ship were consisteretly'related to each of the sex -role indices no Jere the

indices themselves consistently interrelated. Since the survey's original

purpose was not to examine the'impact of sex-doles up:in coppanionship, the

pattern of results raise additional issues which would be of interest to pursue

in research fOcusing more explicitly upon such variables. For exampSe, the
4

aspect of companionship which was.related to'more of the'sex-role indices "was

the total, number of strategies frequently used as a means for obtaining time

albne together. These empirical relationships suggest that_thetwo measures

reflect the couple!sNlexibility and/or norms

variety of techniques to obtain time together

regardingthe*acceptability of a

. Another interesting aspect, of

these role indices is thatthose indicating less sex-typed behaviors (e.g.,

-10

. ,
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-I)

.
,

wife's emploxmer5,.huSband's decorating the home) were less associated, with
.

p
indicts of cOmpanionsi hip than were those sugg sEing a particular. kind-of re-

, ,

g lationi ohipinvolviing coperltion and mutuality. , These latter indices included .

. -

sharing time in The context of Household ohores, sharing authority, and sharing

child ,oare.for

t9 which these
. .

the. wife's benefit. The question arises regarding the extent

particular relationbhip characteristics pan be independpnt of

relationdhiks'sharacterized by sex-typed/ behavior,s. In addi!tiorG.it is im-

.

portant to determine whether these indiCes reflect again a higher,prio.ritY

f

given to the marital relationship or simply a more positive interpersonal , re - t

'''''..."".......4
k

lationship
..

bektweep. the spouses. , 4.. / -
. . .

t
.

'This surt7ey focused upon factors other than the affective Marital relation-

. shipwhich'might hinder or facilitate opportunities for the maritalC'Ouple to-I,

.

be together. However, the results did not firmly establish what .family. or
.

marital characteristics related to various aspects of companionship .oppor-

tunities: It is possible that the homogeneity Of the Sample (e.g., amount of

extralf4milial demands upon the spouses, income level, age of children)*migh
,1. .. .. _ .

. -

., .

.

mask the operation of particular /eriables
....

which would be evideOt upon consider-
,

,..
.

.
....

. .

.

ing moxe varie f ily charactera_ les. The ,prospective value of this study.

seems basically tp tie in'deve/OpTng norms or comPahionshlp opportunities in, .

.. .

families with young children and for generating hypotheSes. '' .
. .

fr

r

F

t
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